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Over the past 25 years, community engaged scholarship has grown in popularity, practice, and schol-
arship. A review of the literature suggests that a wide range of personal, professional, institutional, and
communal factors (Demb & Wade, 2012) interact in ways that shape faculty members’ perspectives on,
conceptualizations of, and means of conducting community engaged work. To make sense of the potential
number of factor combinations and inform more customized support for community engaged faculty, the
authors discuss the merits and utility of faculty typologies. Q Methodology offers a way to create a typol-
ogy that is capable of not only managing the complexity of faculty engagement, but also providing rich
descriptions of varied points of view that do not oversimplify the phenomenon. The techniques and foun-
dational assumptions of Q Methodology are described, making the case for Q as a good fit for developing
a typology of community engaged faculty that more fully reflects multiple points of view.

For America’s colleges and universities to re-
main vital[,] a new vision of scholarship is re-
quired. What we are faced with, today, is the
need to clarify campus missions and relate the
work of the academy more directly to the reali-
ties of contemporary life. We need especially to
ask how institutional diversity can be strength-
ened and how the rich array of faculty talent
in our college and universities might be more
effectively used and continuously renewed. We
proceed with the conviction that if the nation’s
higher learning institutions are to meet today’s
urgent academic and social mandates, their
missions must be carefully redefined and the
meaning of scholarship creatively reconsid-
ered. (Boyer, 1990, p. 13)

Recognizing the criticism that higher education
was growing more disconnected from and irrele-
vant to society by no longer addressing the heart of
the nation’s work (Delve, Mintz, & Stewart, 1990;
Newman, 1985), Boyer (1990) issued a clarion call
to institutions of higher education to remember
their missions and to reconsider how scholarship
is conceptualized. Colleges and universities around
the country began heeding this call to broaden
their notions of scholarship and to take seriously
their responsibility to serve their wider communi-
ties (Fitzgerald, Bruns, Sonka, Furco, & Swanson,
2016; Kezar, Chambers, & Burkhardt, 2005). These
efforts entailed critically reflecting on the role of
community involvement in their institutions, es-
pecially with regard to the nature of faculty work
(Bringle, Hatcher, & Holland, 2007; Saltmarsh,
2011; Stanton, 2008; Zlotkowski, 2011), and

sparked the growth of the scholarship of engage-
ment (SOE) movement.

Since Boyer’s landmark work, the scholarship on
the scholarship of engagement has blossomed. Re-
search on faculty engagement has focused on defin-
ing engagement (Boyer, 1990, 1996; Giles, 2008;
O’Meara, 2002), examining dimensions of faculty
life (Demb & Wade, 2012; O’Meara, 2008; Wade
& Demb, 2009), exploring the impact of engage-
ment on faculty (Rice, 2002; Rice, Sorcinelli, &
Austin, 2000) and identifying activities that com-
prise faculty engagement (Glass, Doberneck, &
Schweitzer, 2011; O’Meara, Sandmann, Saltmarsh,
& Giles, 2010). Due to the range of engagement
activities in which faculty and staff members par-
ticipate, scholars have faced the challenge of deter-
mining which activities to emphasize (O’Meara et
al., 2010), and how to ensure quality work (Glas-
sick, Huber, & Maeroff, 1997) is made visible
(Driscoll & Lynton, 1999). Expanding the scope
of research from faculty to institutions, scholars
have also examined the institutional context (Demb
& Wade, 2012; Holland, 1997; O’Meara, 2005;
Stanton, 2008; Wade & Demb, 2009), identified
ways to integrate institutional research and learn-
ing within the broader context of their communities
(Boyte & Hollander, 1996; Buzinski et al., 2013),
and established key components to advance and
institutionalize engagement efforts (Fitzgerald et
al., 2016; Furco, 2010; Janke, Medlin, & Holland,
2015). Central to these research trajectories is the
conscious effort to bring greater clarity and rigor
to community engagement efforts (Barker, 2004;
Glassick et al., 1997).
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Given the range of research emerging from
Scholarship Reconsidered (Boyer, 1990), it is not
surprising that the SOE movement has evolved
into a “multifaceted field of responses” (Sand-
mann, 2008, p. 91) that includes a range of com-
munity engaged practices such as service-learning,
community-based participatory research, outreach,
participatory action research, and public scholar-
ship (Bringle, Games, & Malloy, 1999; Burawoy,
2005; Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006; Fear
& Sandmann, 1995; Glass et al., 2011; O’Meara
& Rice, 2005; Sandmann, 2008; Strand, Marullo,
Cutforth, Stoecker, & Donohue, 2003), as well as
varying conceptualizations, terminology, and defi-
nitions (Barker, 2004; Bringle et al., 2007; Janke &
Colbeck, 2008; O’Meara & Niehaus, 2009; Pearl,
2015; Sandmann, 2008; Wade & Demb, 2009). The
study and practice of Community Engaged Schol-
arship (CES) is complicated further by different in-
dividual dimensions, academic disciplines, institu-
tional types, and communal dimensions (Buzinski
et al., 2013; Colbeck & Wharton-Michael, 2006;
Demb & Wade, 2012; Holland, 1997; Townson,
2009; Wade & Demb, 2009).

Writ large, the wide-range of practices, concep-
tualizations, definitions, and influencing factors
affecting CES among faculty warrant closer atten-
tion, especially as faculty and administrators strive
to make informed decisions about how to invest
time, talent, and resources in order to cultivate and
sustain meaningful CES that is central to the acad-
emy (Fitzgerald et al., 2016). Hence, given what is
known and not known about faculty involvement in
CES, how can we make sense of it and articulate
the complexity of CES among faculty without be-
ing unnecessarily reductionistic?

The creation and use of empirically-based classi-
fications, such as typologies, are one way to balance
complexity and simplicity by generating heuristics
that offer parameters of understanding that then in-
vite closer examination (Bailey, 1994). Within the
CES literature, several classification systems exist
(Barker, 2004; Pearl, 2015). Thus, the purpose of
this article is twofold: (a) to review a conceptual
framework and typologies of community engaged
faculty with a critical eye toward reflecting on how
the framework and typologies emerged and affect
subsequent understanding, and (b) to describe Q
Methodology — that offers a new way to extend
and potentially challenge current understandings of
community engaged faculty. To this end, we pres-
ent the findings from a purposeful literature review
that addresses a conceptual framework, typologies,
and limitations to understanding CES among facul-
ty; detail how Q Methodology may help refine that
understanding; and, explore potential contributions
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from Q Methodology to understanding faculty en-
gagement.

Conceptual Framework, Typologies, and
Emerging Questions about Faculty CES

To thrive, 21* century higher education needs to
ensure that community engagement is at the heart
of its work (Fitzgerald et al., 2016), which means
“anchor[ing] engagement firmly on the desk of our
institutions and faculties as community-engaged
scholarship” (Sandmann, 2009, p. 8). Given the
critical role faculty play in this process, the liter-
ature on faculty engagement is extensive and ex-
amines a broad range of topics including, but not
limited to, faculty motivations, supports and hin-
drances to engagement, disciplinary perspectives,
and institutional context. Rather than discuss each
of these streams in the literature, our focus is on
reviewing the major conceptual framework and key
typologies that have emerged from that literature
and build on these collective scholarly efforts.

Conceptual Framework of Faculty Engagement

Several scholars have developed conceptual
frameworks over the years to make sense of the
myriad approaches, conceptualizations, and un-
derstandings of factors that affect faculty’s schol-
arly engagement in and with the community. To
synthesize the literature, Wade and Demb (2009)
developed a comprehensive framework of faculty
engagement based on theoretical and empirical ev-
idence. Drawing heavily on Holland’s (1997, 2005)
matrix of ten organizational factors, the Kellogg
Commission’s (1999) seven-part test for engaged
campuses, and Colbeck and Wharton-Michael’s
(2006) model of individual and organizational
characteristics that influence faculty members’
motivation and engagement in public scholarship,
Wade and Demb proposed the “Faculty Engage-
ment Model (FEM),” explicating the dimensions
and factors at play and the relationship among
those factors.

Initially, faculty engagement consisted of an in-
teraction and degree of balance between personal,
professional, and institutional dimensions (Wade &
Demb, 2009). Personal dimensions include race/
ethnicity, gender, personal values, motivation, epis-
temology, and previous experience. Professional di-
mensions include tenure status, faculty rank, length
of time in academe, and professional orientation.
Institutional dimensions include mission and pri-
orities, institutional type, leadership, budget, pres-
tige, engagement structure, institutional policies,
faculty involvement, and community involvement.
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(See Wade & Demb, 2009, for a full description of
and evidence for each factor.) In 2012, Demb and
Wade revised the framework, adding a communal
dimension. The communal dimension (factors in-
clude socialization, department support, discipline
support, and professional community support) can
either affect faculty engagement directly or serve as
a mediating effect of the institutional dimension on
faculty engagement (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Factors Influencing Faculty Engagement
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Note. “Revised Model Showing the Factors Influencing Faculty
Engagement” from Demb and Wade (2012).

From “Reality Check: Faculty Involvement in Outreach and
Engagement,” by A. Demb and A. Wade, 2012, The Journal of
Higher Education, 83(3), p. 361. Copyright 2012 by Ohio State
University. Reprinted with permission.

Taken together, the four dimensions and 24 fac-
tors offer numerous combinations of factors influ-
encing faculty engagement. While the original and
revised FEM appear to have discrete factors and
dimensions, the research to develop the model

revealed a spectrum of definitions whose com-
plexity could undermine further research until
those definitions are made specific and explicit.
The model further demonstrates the need for a
far more multi-dimensional, dynamic and ho-
listic description of the factors that affect facul-
ty proclivities to value, or become active with,
engagement-related activities. (Wade & Demb,
2009, p. 14)

Typologies of Faculty Engagement

To reduce complexity such as that encountered in
FEM, classifying many cases into a few meaningful

groups offers social scientists one of the most use-
ful descriptive tools available for analysis, research,
and theory-building (Bailey, 1994).

Although we cannot focus upon all persons
and all of their characteristics at once, by clas-
sifying persons according to salient underlying
dimensions such as race, social class . . . politi-
cal party, religion, and so forth, we can simpli-
fy our complex reality sufficiently to allow us
to analyze it. (Bailey, p. 12)

Classifications shed light on the similarities and dif-
ferences within and across groups and surfaces the
dimensions on which they are based. Consideration
of the relationships among types, comparisons, and
contrasts facilitates better understanding of the cas-
es in each class and the issues that are most relevant
to them. Typologies are one form of classification,
which represent a conceptual framework (Bailey).
Unlike other forms of classification, typologies do
not create criteria for classifying a construct into
a type, but rather provide a rich description of the
attributes that distinguish groups from each other
(Doty & Glick, 1994).

The CES literature includes several examples of
the use of typologies for deepening understanding
of engaged faculty. One such example is Pearl’s
(2015) typology, which used latent class analysis
on a selection of items from the 2010 HERI Facul-
ty Survey to identify five classes of faculty which
he described as community engaged scholars, as-
pirational engagers, passive engagers, generational
engagers, and traditional scholars. Little informa-
tion is provided to explain how the labels and brief
descriptions of each type were made; however,
the survey items collected information about how
faculty engage in the community and their beliefs
about the role of colleges in their local communi-
ties and in shaping civic beliefs of their students.

Another classification structure is offered by
Barker (2004), who reviewed the SOE academic
literature, publications of civic engagement centers
and higher education institutions, and interviewed
SOE practitioners. From this inquiry, Barker creat-
ed a classification system that describes five prac-
tices of engaged scholarship: public scholarship,
participatory research, community partnership,
public information networks, and civic literacy
scholarship. Although the five practices appear dis-
tinct, they are not mutually exclusive. “Indeed, al-
most all of these practices overlap with one another,
and indeed they are often practiced simultaneously
by the same scholars and institutions” (p. 133).

Emerging Questions About Faculty Engagement



Morrison and Wagner

Since we know that each of the 24 factors and
four dimensions presented in FEM (Demb & Wade,
2012) can affect faculty engagement, it is difficult
to discern which factors have the most salience
for individual scholars, the nature of the relation-
ships between and among the factors and dimen-
sions, and whether the more salient factors emerge
in any sort of pattern within and across the dimen-
sions. The possible number of factor combinations
makes it difficult for scholars and practitioners to
comprehend at once, let alone make informed, ef-
ficient decisions about the best way to allocate re-
sources and support a diverse faculty. So, how can
the complexity of faculty engagement be meaning-
fully classified?

Classifications such as those by Pearl (2015) and
Barker (2004) offer ways to organize and simplify
the complexity of approaches by providing distinct
groups, noting their similarities and differenc-
es which allows for the generation of heuristics.
While heuristics can expedite decision-making for
scholars and practitioners, they may be misguided
if the classifications are based on the researcher’s
conceptualization of the most salient issues or if
they are unintentionally influenced by the research-
er’s (un)conscious assumptions (Morrison, 2015).
In the case of Barker, SOE was conceptualized as
forms of practice, while Pearl’s typology was based
on the researcher’s selection of the salient issues
from data already collected by the HERI 2010 Fac-
ulty Survey. Therefore, these classifications may
be more representative of the researcher’s view of
community engaged faculty than the faculty’s own
views of CES.

Additionally, classifications are often developed
based on demographic or other researcher-chosen
variables (e.g., discipline, rank, time in academia).
In some instances these variables may provide
meaningful insight into a particular phenomenon;
yet, there are other times when using these variables
from the outset may limit, if not inadvertently min-
imize, subtle but important variations in the data.
Rather than assume similarity within a particular
variable (e.g., race, age, discipline) when examin-
ing a complex phenomenon, it is important to find
ways to examine within groups as well as across
groups. For example, a physicist, whose discipline
is generally classified as a “pure hard” science (Be-
cher, 1987), may have more in common with a so-
cial worker, whose discipline is generally classified
as a “‘soft applied” science (Becher, 1987), than one
might assume. Thus, it is important to avoid clas-
sifying responses and data prematurely. Research
shows that there are some disciplinary differences;
however, it may be presumptive to claim that a par-
ticular classification is the only one.
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While there are distinct approaches, conceptu-
alizations, and language regarding engagement,
these specialized insights are not always apparent
in practice. Despite research to inform the type of
support campuses provide community engaged fac-
ulty, given limited staff time and resources, many
campuses continue to have a “one size fits all” ap-
proach (Buzinski et al., 2013; Glass et al., 2011).
However, as Pearl (2015) notes, having a typology
may allow for customization that is simultaneously
more individualized and more systemic.

The question then remains, if the goal is to more
deeply understand how community engaged facul-
ty make meaning of their work, how would the fac-
ulty themselves select the salient issues and frame
them? What different typology might emerge if the
classes were based on patterns of similarity and
difference in the scholars’ overall perspectives on
the scholarship of engagement rather than on their
reaction to the issues the researcher poses as sa-
lient? To achieve that goal, researchers need a way
to classify faculty based on the study participants’
own internal perceptions and their overall perspec-
tive rather than their responses to the researcher’s
specifically defined and operationalized variables.

Q Methodology

Q Methodology (Q) is a research approach that
classifies research study participants into groups
based on their shared overall viewpoints on a par-
ticular subject. Q was developed by psychologist
William Stephenson in the early 1930s (Brown,
1980), and is described as “qualiquantological”
(Watts & Stenner, 2005, p. 69) because it integrates
qualitative and quantitative analyses (McKeown &
Thomas, 1988), allowing it to address some of the
weaknesses of each respective methodology (Peter-
son, Owens, & Martorana, 1999). As comfort with
social constructivist and other non-positivist episte-
mologies has increased, interest in Q increased, and
examples of Q studies are available across a wide
variety of disciplines in the social sciences (Brown,
1986, 2006; Jay, 1969; McKeown & Thomas; Watts
& Stenner).

Both Q and the more traditional approaches to
classification reduce the complexity of a construct
by identifying groups that share common meaning.
Traditional classification methods classify vari-
ables into groups, reflecting some shared common-
alities such as a latent variable. Q analysis classifies
the study participants into groups, reflecting their
shared perspectives or a common way of thinking
about the construct under study (Brown, 1980;
McKeown & Thomas, 1988).
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Foundational Assumptions

Q Methodology is grounded in several import-
ant assumptions that influence the study design and
interpretation of results. Each serves as an indica-
tor of the usefulness of Q for understanding the
complexity that exists in the variety of ways that
community engaged faculty make meaning of their
work. The first assumption of Q is the goal of op-
erant subjectivity. In typical quantitative research,
the researcher’s aim is to be objective, so research
instruments are designed to operationalize the vari-
ables so that each item will be interpreted by all
participants in the same way (Brown, 1980). In Q,
the goal is to capture the participants’ subjective
perspectives and their unique points of view instead
of their responses to an objective definition that has
been carefully operationalized in order to have one
narrow, universal meaning. Rather than using ob-
jective measures that are based on operationalized
variables, the researcher uses items interpreted by
participants in their own way. The researcher does
not qualitatively interpret the meaning of the items
until after the data is collected. While it is frequent-
ly the case that the meaning of an item on the in-
strument is interpreted differently by participants
who later fall into different classification groups,
researchers are able to interpret the findings by ex-
amining how participants responded to other items
and identifying patterns within the responses.

Q Methodology is a good fit for a construct like
the SOE, which is difficult to define or for which
the definition/operationalization of the construct
is a subject of debate (Barker, 2004; Bringle et al.,
2007; Sandmann, 2008). The path toward a shared
definition for the field would be informed by the
use of a research method that can collect partici-
pants’ perspectives on their SOE without imposing
a researcher’s operationalized definition of it.

The second assumption of Q is that participants’
perspectives are based on their own internal frames
of reference (Brown, 1986, 1997). It is the study
participants, not the researcher, who decide which
items are meaningful, which issues are most sig-
nificant, and which issues do not matter when con-
ceptualizing the topic of study from their respective
points of view, given their context (Watts & Sten-
ner, 2005). The data reflects participants’ own in-
ternal frameworks for understanding the construct,
not their reaction to the researcher’s framework.
This aspect of Q makes it a particularly useful
research method at this point in the field’s under-
standing of SOE. The current attempts to address
faculty needs through administrative supports or
policies are based on external, observable catego-
ries such as academic discipline, institution type,

and contract type (tenure track, term, adjunct, etc.).
Some research, such as the Pearl (2015) or Barker
(2004) studies described earlier, have resulted in
more sophisticated typologies of faculty; however,
they are also based on externally observed variables
rather than emerging from the internal frameworks
of the faculty themselves. It is the understanding
of these internal perspectives — how faculty define
and make meaning of CES for themselves — that is
truly needed at this time in order to make sense of
the complex list of factors influencing how faculty
engage, their reasons for doing it, and how institu-
tions can support them.

Brown (2006) described Q Methodology as a
particularly useful approach to gather perspectives
from marginalized populations, as the process al-
lows the subjects to construct meaning from their
own self-reference rather than simply responding
to the meaning held by the majority or dominant
group. On some campuses, community engaged
faculty find that their perspectives on scholarly
work and the aims of higher education may differ
from those reinforced by the established processes
of promotion and reward structures (Boyer, 1990;
O’Meara, 2002; O’Meara, Sandmann, Saltmarsh,
& Giles, 2010). Q Methodology may also result in
giving voice to the perspectives of faculty who may
otherwise not feel comfortable pushing against es-
tablished frameworks that define scholarly produc-
tivity solely as research journal publications. This
is a useful method, then, for gathering and includ-
ing their points of view.

The third assumption is that the researcher’s
goal is to examine a holistic viewpoint. Rather than
breaking a construct into component parts and de-
signing the study with controls to hold other condi-
tions or influences constant, Q Methodology is able
to compare each participant’s overall viewpoint to
that of the other participants. The data analysis pro-
cess does not examine the responses to any single
item; it examines correlations in the overarching
patterns that emerge (Brown, 1980). It is because
of this aspect that Q Methodology studies tend to
have high reliability. While participants’ responses
to specific items might shift from test one to test
two, the pattern representing their overarching per-
spective does not typically change (Brown, 1980;
D’ Agostino, 1984; Thomas & Baas, 1993).

Data Collection to Maintain Subjective
Self-reference

The foundational assumptions are met through
each aspect of study design. Data collection involves
three steps (McKeown & Thomas, 1988): (a) devel-
op a set of statements that represent a diversity of
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perspectives on the subject being studied (Q Set); (b)
identify participants whose points of view are repre-
sentative of the contexts relevant to the study (Per-
son Set); and (c) gather the data through a card-sort
process in which the research participants sort the
statements in the Q Set in a way that represents their
overall perspective (Q Sort).

The Q Set. The Q Set is a series of statements that
represent as wide a variety of perspectives on the
topic under investigation as possible. The develop-
ment of these statements is analogous to a process
of population sampling. The “population” being
the innumerable statements that could potentially
relate to the topic of study, and “sampling” repre-
senting the selection of items from the population of
potential statements. The primary objective of item
selection is to provide enough breadth and variety of
items in the sample that participants can convey their
unique point of view without being constrained by
the researcher’s perspective or framework (Brown,
1980, 1986; McKeown & Thomas, 1988). For ex-
ample, statements in the Q Set for the topic of fac-
ulty engagement might include, “My involvement in
the community has influenced the direction of my
research,” “My teaching is more current and rele-
vant because I am engaged in the community,” or
“Our students should work directly with community
members, addressing their immediate needs.”

The Person Set. The study participants who will
be classified into groups are referred to as the Per-
son Set. Participant selection in Q is analogous to
the way traditional quantitative research selects
variables to test. The Person Set is carefully select-
ed to represent the perspectives the researcher is
seeking to understand. The Person Set is neither a
random sample nor a large number of participants.
In Q, the items represent the sample and the sub-
jects represent the measure, so it is typical to have
more items than participants (Brown, 1980). The
appropriate number of participants to include in the
Person Set is a debated issue. Several Q Method-
ology researchers argue that too many participants
can be problematic as complexity and subtle nuanc-
es can be missed (Brown, 1980; Watts & Stenner,
2005). Most Q Methodology researchers agree that
the clearest indicator of the validity of the partic-
ipant groups is having at least 5-6 participants in
each resulting factor (Brown, 1980).

The Q Sort. To collect the data in Q Methodolo-
gy, participants in the Person Set are presented a set
of index cards with one statement from the Q Set
printed on each card. The participants’ task is to
sort the statements into stacks along a continuum to
represent their degree of agreement with each state-
ment relative to the other statements. Each stack
has a limited number of cards that are allowed, with
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more cards allowed in the stacks at the center of the
continuum, creating a normal or bell-shaped curve.
Each card has a unique, randomly assigned number
used to record the finished sort and the results are
recorded as illustrated in Figure 2. In this example,
the study participant has indicated the statement on
card #15 is the one for which she feels the strongest
agreement. She agrees with statements on cards #4
and #17, but these statements are not as important
as #15. The data analysis process, typically using
Principle Components Analysis, can then identify

Figure 2
Sample Q Sort

Strongly Disagree ---- Neutral ---- Strongly Agree
18 12 3 1 9 11 4 15
16 7 10 6 2 17
15 5 8 14
13 19

groupings of people based on the patterns in the Q
Sorts that indicate the comparable ways the par-
ticipants made sense of the Q Set items (Watts &
Stenner, 2005).

Through the sorting process, participants are not
assigning a discrete value to each statement in the Q
Set; rather, they are assigning a level of agreement in
relation to the other items. Participants sort the Q Set
such that each item is ranked within the context of
the other items (i.e., I agree with this item more than
these items and less than those items). It is this fea-
ture that facilitates the data analysis process to cor-
relate overall patterns and holistic perspectives rath-
er than rely on responses to any one specific item.

The sorting process also facilitates an important dy-
namic described by Brown (1980) as “psychological
significance” (p. 198). Participants not only indicate
their agreement or disagreement, but also which items
are most salient to forming their point of view. In the-
ory, it is possible that a participant might agree with
every statement in the Q Set, but the Q Sort process
will still identify which issues play a larger role in rep-
resenting the participant’s overall point of view.

The sorting process addresses the assumption
of internal self-reference by avoiding the insertion
of the researcher’s frames of reference as conven-
tional standardized scales would. Through the sort,
the participant (rather than the researcher) does the
work of item reduction, with items sorted toward
the middle being less important in the construc-
tion of participant’s perspective. “It is one thing
to ‘put’ something to a subject, as in the form of
scale items; it is quite another to allow the subject
to speak for himself” (Brown, pp. 44—45).
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Limitations of Q Methodology

There are several aspects of Q that limit its use-
fulness for some research goals. Q studies, with
small Person Sets compared to the number of Q Set
statements, bear more resemblance to qualitative
research when it comes to issues like generalization
and prediction (Krathwohl, 2004). For example, if
a Q study of community engaged faculty grouped
the study participants into five types, it would be
appropriate to generalize that those five points of
view do exist in the general population, and that the
faculty in those groups hold the subjective perspec-
tives described by the study. However, it would not
be appropriate to use the study results to generalize
that a similar proportion of people in the population
would classify into each group as did participants in
the study (Brown, 1980; Thomas & Watson, 2002).
As with most qualitative research, the purpose of
Q Methodology is to provide rich descriptions that
deepen understanding of the participants’ perspec-
tives (Stephenson, 1953).

Other classification methods, such as cluster
analysis, ultimately result in a set of exhaustive cat-
egories where all participants classify into a group.
The categories of classification are also distinct,
meaning they have high within-group homogene-
ity and high between-group heterogeneity (Hair,
Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998; Morf, Miller,
& Syrotuik, 1976; Thomas & Watson, 2002). Q
makes no claim to accomplish either exhaustive
or distinct categories (Stephenson, 1953). Since Q
Methodology classifications are based on partici-
pants’ overall point of view rather than responses
to specific variables, the resulting groups are more
nuanced, allowing for the possibility that some par-
ticipants might be moderately associated with more
than one group (Morf et al.). As is true for most ty-
pologies, Q also does not result in a way to classify
people in the population into the groups identified
in the study (Bailey 1994; McKeown & Thomas,
1998; Stephenson, 1953). Instead, Q offers rich de-
scriptions that synthesize the issues that shape the
perspective of each type, such that the general pop-
ulation of faculty can identify the type that aligns
with their views. Q findings can certainly inform
the creation of measurement scales that can deter-
mine a person’s type.

Potential Contributions from Q Methodology
to Understanding Faculty Engagement

Given the list of factors and dimensions that af-
fect faculty engagement (Demb & Wade, 2012), a
classification system informed by Q Methodology
based on engaged faculty’s holistic, internal frame-

works may offer new insights into engagement.
Current literature relies on externally observed
variables like discipline, contract type, or engaged
practices; however, this may be unintentionally
limiting understanding. For example, as with the
physicist and social worker mentioned before, a
tenured faculty member in sociology who conducts
community based research and an adjunct faculty
member in mathematics who uses service-learning
pedagogy may, because of their shared epistemol-
ogy, beliefs about student learning, and personal
connections to the community, actually have much
more in common with each other when it comes
to how they connect their scholarly work with the
community than they do with others in their respec-
tive departments.

If patterns emerge across the complex combina-
tion of influencing factors for faculty engagement
(Demb & Wade, 2012), then it may help explain
why it can be difficult to describe CES and why
the field has struggled to find a common definition
of engaged scholarship. It might also help prevent
misunderstandings among colleagues who rep-
resent different perspectives, or create more open
dialogue about not only what “counts” as engaged
work but also why it counts. Moreover, a classifica-
tion system based on shared patterns in an overall
internal framework might make it possible for ad-
ministrators and colleagues to more quickly under-
stand differing points of view, offer more custom-
ized supports and policies for engaged work, and
invest resources in ways that deliver the best return.

The potential benefit from building a support-
ive community of engaged faculty cannot be over-
stated. Calls for higher education faculty to be more
collaborative, integrating knowledge across disci-
plines to address community concerns are consis-
tent (Boyer, 1990; Fitzgerald et al., 2016; Pearl,
2015). Such a community is not accomplished by
simply gathering scholars in a room, but by foster-
ing understanding relationships and appreciation
for each others’ contributions. As Boyer (1990) not-
ed, the scholarship of integration speaks to an en-
tire process of collaboration throughout a particular
project. A community engaged faculty typology
with rich descriptions of the various points of view
could help faculty from different fields become
aware of the perspectives they share in common. It
could also help faculty come to appreciate the ben-
efits of working with people whose perspectives on
the work are very different from their own, creating
opportunities for complementarity, innovation, and
true interdisciplinary work.
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Conclusion

We began this article with Boyer’s (1990) call to
strengthen institutional diversity so that notions of
faculty work can be redefined in ways that allow
faculty to use their talents to meet the needs of so-
ciety and uphold the purpose of higher education.
Institutional diversity includes recognizing the va-
riety of ways that faculty partner with the commu-
nity and collaboratively generate new knowledge
that informs our collective theories, practice, and
research. Given the myriad combination of factors
and dimensions that affect faculty engagement, as
well as the strengths and limitations of existing
typologies, it is helpful to reconsider how we can
manage the complexities surrounding faculty en-
gagement while still honoring unique faculty per-
spectives. Q Methodology offers a way to recon-
sider faculty engagement from faculty members’
perspectives rather than from the perspectives of
researchers interpreting the perspectives of faculty.
This approach invites a new way to explore whether
there are patterns of faculty engagement that may
otherwise be missed with more traditional or re-
ductive approaches. The results of such an inquiry
may complement, refine, or even challenge existing
conceptualizations of the factors that affect faculty
engagement, which in turn can inform practice and
higher education’s ability to embody its civic aims.
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